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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Rejections - 35 (JSC § 103 

1. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

2. Claims 1-8 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Roberts (U.S. Patent 
Number 6,056,690), in view of Bamberger et al. (U.S. Patent Number 5,854,851) 

3. Regarding claim 1 Roberts teaches a method of analyzing the shape and distribution of the 
calcifications in combination with other non-image data as is evidenced by Figures 3 and 4 and their 
supporting literature. Furthermore Roberts differentiates between benign and malignant calcification 
clusters and the statistical likelihood of malignancy using the predefined classifier seen in Figures 4 and 
5A-5J. Roberts is however silent to the limitation of detecting and segmenting the breast calcifications 
from the mammographic images of a patient even though Roberts uses data that could only be 
determined if these steps of the method were preformed. Bamberger however discloses in great detail the 
detecting and segmenting of mammographic images in determining a wide range of information regarding 
breast calcifications specifically the information used by Roberts such as size, shape, boundaries, and 
distribution (col. 14 - 23). It therefore would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to which 
the Applicant's claimed invention pertains to combine the teachings of Roberts with the teachings of 
Bamberger to create a more robust and efficient method, which in cancer cases is of the utmost 
importance. 

4. Regarding claim 2, Roberts discloses the composition of the predefined classifier, which is 
generated from a population of known benign and malignant calcification clusters in at least Figures 5A- 
5J. 

5. Regarding claim 3, Roberts discloses using shape descriptors in at least Figure 3. 
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6. Regarding claim 4, Roberts discloses using regional descriptors, which are, comprised of at least 
the size of the calcifications, which read on area, and compactness of the object in at least Figure 3. 

7. Regarding claim 5, Roberts discloses using boundary descriptors which comprise at least the 
shape of the calcification clusters in at least Figure 3. 

8. Regarding claim 6, Roberts discloses inputting the patient's non-image data as at least 
demographic data, which links the image data to the patient. Roberts discloses the data to include at least 
the patient's age, the patient's physical data in the form of the patient's, age of first menarche, age of first 
live birth and information relating to the previous biopsy at the site, also disclosed is the patient's family 
history, the patient's history in the form of the aforementioned as well as the patient's lab history. Roberts 
does not mention the demographic data as including the patient's race, weight or gender. The Examiner 
is taking Official Notice that it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to which the 
Applicant's claimed invention pertains to include the patient's race, weight and gender in the demographic 
data because they are exceedingly well known aspects of routine demographic data especially in the 
medical field where they are well known components of most medical diagnoses. 

9. Regarding claim 7, see the above rejections. 

10. Regarding claim 8, Roberts teaches the automatic system as being a computer aided diagnosis 
of medical imaging as seen in Figures 4, and 32-35. 

Conclusion 

11. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's disclosure. 
Mascio (U.S. Patent Number 5,586,160) is considered especially pertinent due to the disclosure of 
automatically locating microcalcifications indicating breast cancer. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the examiner should 
be directed to Jonathan Schaffer whose telephone number is (571) 272-0603. The examiner can 
normally be reached on 7:30-4:00. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's supervisor, 
Bhavesh Mehta can be reached on (571)272-7453. The fax phone number for the organization where 
this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent Application 
Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications may be obtained from 
either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished applications is available through 
Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) 
at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative 
or access to the automated information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272- 
1000. 
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